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BOMWAN, Circuit Judge.

On February 28, 1995, Janes Edward Tillman Jr. arrived at the Antrak
Station in Kansas Cty, Mssouri, on a train that originated in Los
Angeles, California. Tillnman was carrying two pieces of |uggage w thout
identification tags. In the station, Tillman set the bags on a chair and
then sat down two chairs from his bags. A Kansas City police officer,
Detective Larry Cridl ebaugh, approached Tillnman, identified hinself as a
police officer, and asked if Tillman would speak with him Ti |l man
responded in the affirmative, and Cridl ebaugh asked to see his ticket.
Till man produced a round-trip ticket fromCalifornia to St. Louis in the
name of Telicia Hooker. The ticket showed that it had been purchased with
cash. Detective Cridl ebaugh then asked to see Tillnman's identification.
Tillman did not have any identification, but said his nane was Janes.
Detective Cridl ebaugh asked Tillnman if he owned the bags two seats away.
Till man deni ed they were his



until Detective Cridlebaugh and his partner, Detective Joe Truschi nger,
expl ained that they had seen Tillnman |leave the train with the bags. The
detectives noticed that Tillnman appeared to be nervous, his hands were
trenbling, and his voice started to crack. Detective Cridl ebaugh asked to
search the bags but Tillnman refused. Detective Cridl ebaugh then expl ai ned
that the bags would be detained to allow a narcotics dog to sniff them
Wthin a few m nutes, Detective Truschinger brought a narcotics detection
dog into the station. The dog alerted to Tillnman's bags. Det ecti ve
Cridl ebaugh then placed Tillman under arrest and read him his rights
pursuant to Mranda v. Arizona, 384 U S. 436 (1966). After obtaining a
state search warrant for the bags, police officers discovered one pound of

cocai ne.

A federal grand jury indicted Tillnman on one count of possession of
cocaine with intent to distribute in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1)
(1994). Tillman noved to suppress the evidence found in his bags. The
District Court,! adopting the report and recommendation of a Magistrate
Judge, 2 denied the notion and held that the decision to detain Tillnman's
bags for a sniff search by a narcotics detection dog was reasonable
because: (1) Tillman's ticket had been purchased with cash; (2) Till mn
was carrying two new bags without identification tags, which testinony
establi shed was a commopn practice anong drug couriers; (3) Tillman was
traveling from and returning to a source city for drugs; (4) Tillman's
ticket was not nmade out in his nane; (5) Tillman becane nervous as
detectives questioned him and (6) Tillman initially denied that the bags
he carried off the train belonged to him Tillman then entered a
conditional plea of guilty to the sole count of the indictnent, reserving
his right to appeal the District
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Court's denial of his suppression notion. The District Court sentenced
Tillman to 120 nonths in prison followed by five years of supervised
rel ease. The court al so inposed an assessnent of $50 and a fine of $1000.
Tillman tinely appeals his conviction, arguing that the District Court
shoul d have granted his notion to suppress.

On appeal, Tillnman does not dispute the factual findings of the
District Court in any neaningful way. He argues that the facts relied upon
by the District Court are insufficient to justify the detention of his bags
under the Fourth Amendnment. The District Court's |legal conclusion that the
Fourth Anendnent was not violated is subject to de novo review by this
Court. United States v. Brown, 51 F.3d 131, 132 (8th Cr. 1995). W
conclude that the District Court properly denied Tillman's suppression

not i on.

Police officers "nust have either the owner's consent or a reasonable
suspicion supported by articulable objective facts that the |uggage
contains drugs" in order to detain a person's luggage for a sniff search
United States v. Green, 52 F.3d 194, 197-98 (8th Cir. 1995). "Reasonable

suspi cion nust derive fromnore than . . . [a] " hunch, and conduct that
is "typical of a broad category of innocent people provides a weak basis
for suspicion." |ld. at 198 (citations to quoted cases onmitted). Tillnan
argues that the facts of this case are simlar to the facts in Geen, a
case in which we reversed a conviction because | aw enforcenent officers
| acked the reasonabl e suspicion necessary to detain the defendant's bag
pending a sniff search. Unlike the defendant in G een, however, Till man
was using a ticket that was not in his ow nanme and Tillnman |ied about his
ownership of the two bags. Evaluating the conduct of the police officers
inthe "totality of the circunstances,"” we conclude that the detention of
Tillman's bags was not in violation of the Fourth Amendnent because the
detectives had a reasonabl e suspicion, based on articul able objective

facts, that the bags contained narcotics. See, e.q.



United States v. Hawthorne,

982 F.2d 1186, 1189-90 (8th Cir. 1992)

(approvi ng deni al of suppression notion when, inter alia, defendant arrived

on train fromknown source city,

appeared "jittery," carried only a gym bag

sized flight bag, used a one-way ticket purchased with cash, had no

i dentification, and could not
visiting).

For the reasons stated,

af firned.
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